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PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 



To: 



Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 



Washington, D.C. 20231 

From: Christopher J. Culberson (Tel. 509-324-9256; Fax 509-323-8979) 
Lee & Hayes, PLLC 
421 W. Riverside Avenue, Suite 500 
Spokane, WA 99201 

I. The Office's rejections omit one or more essential elements required for a 
prima facie case of obviousness. 

The rejections over Meyer in view of Srivastava 

Claims 1-19, 21-27, 39-47, 56-62 and 69-71 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 

1 03(a) as allegedly being obvious over Meyer in view of Srivastava. 

Regarding Independent Claims 1, 8-10, 19, 27, 39, 47, 56. 61 and 69: 

The Office argues that the combination of Meyer and Srivastava discloses or 

suggests all of these claims' recited features. However, as discussed in the Office Action 

Response of November 20, 2006 (hereinafter "Response of 11/20/2006"), neither 

reference discloses or suggests the feature of: 

* if no logical ID is found that corresponds to the physical ID, attempting] 
to establish a logical ID for the physical ID by causing a Wizard user 
interface (UI) to be presented to a user via a client computer so that 
information pertaining to the user's specific media can be collected from 
the user .... 

The Office argues that Meyer discloses this particular feature of the claims under 
discussion. The pertinent section of Meyer cited by the Office is excerpted below: 
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In the event that a media object is not linked, the decoding and server 
processes can be programmed to enable the user to purchase a link for the 
object. For example in one scenario, the player plug-in displays a graphic 
for a link information indicating that the link is available after determining 
that an OID is not in the file. If the user clicks on the graphic, the plug-in 
displays more information about the procedure for purchasing or renting 
a link. This information may be provided in conjunction with querying the 
server and displaying information returned from the server, or 
alternatively, providing pre-programmed information incorporated into the 
plug-in. If the user is interested in purchasing the link, he or she can 
then enter input (e.g., click on a button such as "Get Link") that 
initiates the process of registering an OID with the object and 
associating metadata or actions with the OID. The process of 
registering the OID and associating the OID with metadata or actions may 
be performed as described in this document. This scenario provides yet 
another mechanism for transforming content into connected content. 
Meyer at paragraph 31, lines 1-20 (emphasis added). 



Based on the cited sections of Meyer, the Office further argues that "Meyer 
discloses a registration process wherein an identifier (i.e., a logical identifier) is linked 
with a database record, which associates the identifier with data." Office Action of 
1/30/2007 at page 15. Whether or not Meyer teaches the particular registration process as 
Office alleges, Meyer nonetheless fails to disclose or suggest the above-mentioned 
feature of the claims under discussion. As highlighted in the excerpt above, Meyer gives 
a user the option of "purchasing or renting a link" and, to do so, a user can "enter input 
(e.g., click on a button. . .)." Nowhere in this section or elsewhere does Meyer disclose or 
suggest attempt [ing] to establish a logical ID for the physical ID by causing a Wizard 
user interface (UI) to be presented to a user via a client computer so that information 
pertaining to the u ser's s pecific media can be collected from the user . Meyer simply 
gives a user the option or purchasing or renting a link, but does not collect information 
pertaining to the user's specific media from the user. This feature is clearly missing from 
the cited references. Accordingly, Applicant submits that the Office has failed to 
establish a prima facie case of obviousness with respect to these claims for at least the 
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reason that the cited references clearly fail to disclose or suggest all of these claims' 
recited features. 

The rejections over Jaeger in view of Suganuma 

Claims 29-34 and 36-38 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly 
being obvious over Jaeger in view of Suganuma. 
Regarding independent claim 29 

The Office argues that the combination of Jaeger and Suganuma discloses all of 
this claim's recited features. However, as discussed in Response of 1 1/20/2006 . the 
Office has failed to present any argument as to how this combination of references 
discloses or suggests the recited feature of "wherein different instances of a specific 
media with the same content thereon are associated with different physical IDs that are 
mappable to the same logical ID." Accordingly, Applicant submits that the Office has 
failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness with respect to this claim for at least 
the reason that the Office has failed to establish (or even address) if and/or how the cited 
combination of references discloses or suggests all of this claim's recited features. 

Regarding inde pendent claim 36 

The Office argues that the combination of Jaeger and Suganuma discloses all of 
this claim's recited features. While Applicant notes multiple deficiencies in the Office's 
arguments with respect to this claim (as noted in Response of 11/20/2006) , Applicant 
specifically points out that neither reference discloses or suggest the feature of "if the 
second search is unsuccessful, search the first table using a third search, the third search 
comprising a higher cost search than the first search ..." (emphasis added). The Office 
cites to Jaeger as allegedly teaching this particular feature. However, nowhere does 
Jaeger make any mention whatsoever of a third search, much less a third search 
comprising a higher cost search than a first search. This feature is clearly missing from 
Jaeger. 
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The rejections over Jaeger in view of Snganuma and further in view of 
Srivastava 

Claims 35, 51 and 55 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being 
obvious over Jaeger in view of Suganuma and further in view of Srivastava. 
Regarding independent claim 35 

The Office argues that the combination of Jaeger, Suganuma and Srivastava 
discloses all of this claim's recited features. However, as discussed above with respect to 
claim 36, Jaeger simply fails to disclose or suggest the feature of "if the second search is 
unsuccessful, search the first table using a third search, the third search comprising a 
higher cost search than the first search " (emphasis added). Accordingly, Applicant 
submits that the Office's prima facie case of obviousness fails for at least this reason. 

Regarding independent claim 5 1 

The Office argues that the combination of Jaeger, Suganuma and Srivastava 
discloses all of this claim's recited features. However, as discussed in Response of 
1 1/20/2006 , the cited references fail to disclose or suggest at least the feature of "at least 
one other less trusted table containing multiple physical IDs and multiple logical IDs, 
individual physical IDs being mapped to individual logical IDs." In point of fact, the 
cited references make no mention of "trusted tables", much less "one other less trusted 
table" as recited in claim 51. Accordingly, Applicant submits that the Office's prima 
facie case of obviousness fails for at least this reason. 

The rejections over Milsted 

Claims 72-76 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being obvious 
over Milsted. 

Regarding independent claim 72 

The Office argues that Milsted discloses all of this claim's recited features. 
However, as discussed in Response of 1 1/20/2006 , Milsted fails to disclose or suggest at 
least the feature of "statistically evaluating the entries to determine, for each physical ID, 
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a most likely logical ID match." In point of fact, Milsted makes no mention of any. type 
of statistical analysis, much less matching a logical ID with a physical ID. This feature is 
simply missing from Milsted. 

Regarding independent claim 74 

The Office argues that Milsted discloses all of this claim's recited features. 
However, as discussed in Response of 1 1/20/2006 , Milsted fails to disclose or suggest the 
subject matter of this claim, particularly with respect to the features of: 

computing a distribution of logical IDs for a given physical ID, the 
distribution describing, for each logical ID, the number of times the 
physical ID has been mapped thereto; and 

adding to the distribution, an entry that corresponds to a current trusted 
logical ID mapping. 

Milsted simply fails to make any mention of subject matter remotely resembling 
these particular features. Accordingly, Applicant submits that the Office's prima facie 
case of obviousness with respect to claim 74 fails for at least this reason. 

Conclusion 

The Office's basis and supporting rationale for the objections discussed above are 
not supported by the teaching of the cited references. Applicant respectfully requests that 
the objections and rejections be overturned and that the pending claims be allowed to 
issue. 
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